REMARKS 

Applicants' representative would like to thank Examiner Trieu for the courtesies 
extended during an interview conducted on October 2, 2007. During the interview, the 
Examiner indicated that the Declaration filed on August 27, 2007 is defective for failing 
to specifically identify an error within a claim. Applicants submit herewith a 
Supplemental Reissue Declaration identifying independent Claim 1 and independent 
Claim 7 as failing to claim the subject matter of a vapor injection system and a valve, 
respectively. In the attached Supplemental Reissue Declaration, Applicants have 
identified, by line number, the specific language included in each of independent Claims 
1 and 17 that identify the added claim language. In addition, Applicants submit herewith 
a Supplemental Declaration for Reissue (form PTO/SB/51S) pursuant to 37 CFR § 
1.175(b)(1) and MPEP § 1444. No amendments or prior art were discussed during the 
interview. Furthermore, no exhibits were shown or demonstrations conducted. 

Claims 1-17 and 19-25 have been allowed in the application. The following 
remarks are believed to be fully responsive to the outstanding Office Action and are 
believed to place the application in condition for allowance. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the remarks 
contained herein. 

Oath / Declaration 

The Examiner asserts that the Supplemental Reissue Declaration filed on 
August 27, 2007, is defective for failing to properly identify at least one error pursuant to 
35 U.S.C. §251. 
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Applicants submit herewith a Supplemental Reissue Declaration (Form PTO/ 
SB/51), which identifies independent Claim 1 as failing to claim the subject matter of a 
vapor injection system and cites lines 12-16 as including language that identifies the 
vapor injection system. In addition, the Supplemental Reissue Declaration identifies 
independent Claim 17 as failing to claim a valve and cites lines 18 and 19 as including 
language that identifies the valve. 

Applicants also submit herewith a Supplemental Declaration for Reissue (Form 
PTO/SB/51S) pursuant to 37 CFR § 1.175(b)(1) and MPEP § 1444. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Supplemental Reissue Declaration (Form PTO/SB/51) 
meets the requirements set forth by 35 U.S.C. § 251 and outlined at § 1414 (ll)(C) of the 
MPEP and that the Supplemental Declaration for Reissue (Form PTO/SB/51 S) meets 
the requirements under 37 CFR § 1.175(b)(1), as set forth at § 1444 of the MPEP. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt and 
favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the Examiner 
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believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Dated: »J tK/ ttJ*".~l f 20CT1 By 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

MAIWMHSA/ca 



Respectfully submitted, 




Michel Malin/ak, Reg. 43,770 
Matthew H. Szalach, Reg. 53,665 
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